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Climate change and energy policies often encourage bioenergy as a sustainable greenhouse
gas (GHG) reduction option. Recent research has raised concerns about the climate change
impacts of bioenergy as heterogeneous pathways of producing and converting biomass,
indirect impacts, uncertainties within the bioenergy supply chains and evaluation
methods generate large variation in emission profiles. This research examines the com-
bustion of wood pellets from forest residues to generate electricity and considers un-
certainties related to GHG emissions arising at different points within the supply chain.
Different supply chain pathways were investigated by using life cycle assessment (LCA) to
analyse the emissions and sensitivity analysis was used to identify the most significant
factors influencing the overall GHG balance. The calculations showed in the best case re-
sults in GHG reductions of 83% compared to coal-fired electricity generation. When pa-
rameters such as different drying fuels, storage emission, dry matter losses and feedstock
market changes were included the bioenergy emission profiles showed strong variation
with up to 73% higher GHG emissions compared to coal. The impact of methane emissions
during storage has shown to be particularly significant regarding uncertainty and increases
in emissions. Investigation and management of losses and emissions during storage is
therefore key to ensuring significant GHG reductions from biomass.
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC
BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).1. Introduction
To reach climate change targets the total greenhouse gas
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ductions [5,7,8]. Recent research has presented different out-
comes regarding the benefits and climate change impacts of
bioenergy, due to the broad variability in feedstocks, different
application and conversion methods, uncertainties in supply
chain processes, variability in models and methods of evalu-
ation and system assumptions [7].
Bioenergy from forest residues is often considered as car-
bon neutral and emissions from production stages of themain
product are often ignored in policy-related calculations as the
feedstock is considered a by-product [5,9e12]. Forest and
sawmill residues are claimed to have a large global availability
and under certain conditions can achieve large GHG emissions
savings [13e15]. They are commonly processed as pellets to
deliver benefits of low moisture content, high energy density,
low storage requirements, relatively clean and easy handling
and manageability across various scales. Over the last 5e10
years the global pellet market has grown steadily and is pro-
jected to continue its growth [14,16]. Due to the increasing
demandwithin the EU, imports of pellets from North America
have increased rapidly [14,17]. This has beenmainly driven by
policies promoting bioenergy as an option to significantly
decrease GHG emissions and maintain energy security.
However, recent research has questioned the emission sav-
ings actually achieved. When land use, carbon stock changes
or temporal aspects are taken into account lower levels of
GHG savings are sometimes reported [11,12,15,18e23], while
more traditional life cycle assessments (LCA) of wood pellets
find savings of 60e90% compared to fossil fuel systems
[13,15,24e29].
The work presented here examines the significance of key
sources of GHG uncertainty in wood pellet supply chains from
forest and sawmill residues. The research is specific to large-
scale electricity generation the UK; however will be relevant
to other consumers of wood pellets sourcing from the South-
East USA (SE U.S.). The analysis has been done through life
cycle assessment (LCA) to identify supply chain emissions and
sensitivity analysis was used to assess the impact of uncer-
tainty on the final GHG emission results. The aim was to
evaluate emissions and impacts of imported wood pellets and
to identify critical steps where improved characterisation will
support management of the biomass supply chains to maxi-
mize the emission reduction potential and avoid uninten-
tional outcomes from energy and climate change policies.2. Methods
2.1. Life cycle assessment
2.1.1. Goal
The goal of this study was to investigate emission un-
certainties of selected forest residue supply chains to evaluate
possible impacts and identify supply chain steps that require
close attention to ensure real GHG reductions. For this pur-
pose, an attributional LCA was appropriate, with a compre-
hensive supply chain scope that includes all steps from forest
establishment through to the generation of electricity. The
fossil fuel based reference source was coal-fired electricity
generation, since this reflects current UK trends to convertcoal-fired power plants to high levels of biomass pellet co-
firing and large-scale, dedicated biomass firing. The analysis
followed the principles of LCA according to ISO Standard
14040:2006 and 14044:2006 [30,31].
2.1.2. Scope
2.1.2.1. Supply chain description and functional unit. The
supply chains were selected and defined according to existing
pathways of large-scale electricity production in the UK from
biomass. The functional unit (FU) of the LCA was 1 kWh of
generated electricity in the UK. The supply chainswere agreed
with industrial stakeholders and academic research partners.
The term forest residue covers several different products and
parts of trees in forest and timber production, including
sawmill residues [13,15,32]. Several of these materials can be
used to produce wood pellets. Currently sawdust (sawmill
residues) is the main raw material for producing wood pellets
[14]. However, residues like tree branches, tree tops, bark and
early thinnings are increasingly used [13,32]. Hence, the sup-
ply chain emissions of wood pellets can differ with variations
in raw material, management practices, processing steps and
logistics (transport and storage). Since it was the aim of this
work to explore the significance of uncertainties at different
stages to the overall GHG balance, two different supply chains
were chosen which are common pathways for the production
of industrial wood pellets:
1. Forest residues composed of: 80% thinnings and 20% forest
residues (branches, tops and bark)
2. Sawmill residues composed of: 91% sawdust, 9% sawmill
residues (shavings, bark, chips)
Combinations of both feedstock types maybe used
commercially which were found to give results lying between
the above cases and so only these 2 are presented. The pro-
portions were selected according to existing literature and
stakeholder information [13,15].
2.1.2.2. System boundaries. The pellets are produced from
forest and sawmill residues in the South-East USA (SE U.S.),
which is one of the major forest production locations in North
America and a main supply region of industrial wood pellets
for the UK market [13,15,22,26,33].
The forest considered is a mixed loblolly pine (Pinus taeda)
and shortleaf pine (Pinus echinata) stand, which makes up
about 25% of the forest area and 59% of the net volume of
growing stock in SE U.S. [34,35]. The forests are under private
corporatemanagement focussing on long-term supply of high
quality timber in accordance with sustainability and policy
regulations [13,20,36].
The forest is established by land preparation and planting
of new seedlings [34,35,37] with a growing period of 45 years,
yield class 9 and then harvested by clear cut [19,35]. While
yield and rotation can be significant parameters when evalu-
ating carbon stocks, carbon debt and payback time
[15,19e22,36,38,39], they did not significantly affect the pa-
rameters explored in this assessment as described in Section 3
and so variants of these have been neglected in the analysis. It
is assumed that forest management follows a medium-
intensive cultivation [22], which includes fertiliser and
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growing stages [22,38,40]. The forest stand is thinned moder-
ately in 5e10 year cycles starting at year 25 [35,41]. At the end
of the rotation trees are harvested in a whole-tree logging
system [42,43]. It is assumed that a minimum of 35% of the
residues are left in the forest to maintain the nutrient and soil
carbon balance [15,20,32,36,44]. Trees are cut to length and left
for seasoning at the landing site.
Forest residues scope of system e The forest is established
and managed as described above. The “forest residues”
(including thinnings) are collected at the landing site and left
foraperiodof10e12weeks fornaturaldrying [42].Themoisture
contentdecreases fromabout50%to30%(wetbasis) during this
period [42]. The forest residues are then chipped at the landing
site [32,42,43] and transported by truck to the pellet mill.
Sawmill residues scope of system e The forest is estab-
lished and managed as described above. The “sawmill resi-
dues” are derived from logs transported by truck to the
sawmill where the wood is processed. The sawmill residues
are collected and stored after sawing and transported to the
nearby pellet mill. The moisture content of the sawmill resi-
dues is considered at 30% (wet basis) [42].
At the pellet mill the chipped “forest residues” and
“sawmill residues” are processed according to common pel-
leting processes [14,22,36,45]. The pellets are then transported
by rail to a SE U.S. port and shipped by a bulk vessel to an east
coast port of the UKwhere the pellets are transported by rail to
a power plant and combusted in a dedicated 670 MW biomass
boiler to generate electricity. Fig. 1 illustrates the supply chain
steps and the system boundaries.
2.1.2.3. Impact assessment methodology. To evaluate the GHG
emissions of electricity generation from forest and sawmill
residue-derived wood pellets a cradle-to-grave LCA was con-
ducted. The impact category global warming potential (GWP)
was the focus of this study as the aim of the research was to
analyse GHG emission uncertainties, as described in Sections
2.1.1 and 2.2. The final unit of measurement was g CO2
equivalent (eq) kWh1. For the LCA analysis a spreadsheet
model in MS Excel was used. It was combined with the LCA
software SimaPro 8.0.1 using the Ecoinvent database (2009)
and the CML 2001 baselinemethod, version 2.04 for mid-point
assessment [46]. The results focus on GHG emissions, ac-
counting for carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N2O) and
methane (CH4) expressed as CO2eq with a 100-year time ho-
rizon [47]. From this point forward the term ‘emissions’ will
refer to emissions of greenhouse gases. Direct emissions from
soil were calculated according to Ecoinvent and IPPC guide-
lines [46,47] considering nitrous oxide emissions as interme-
diate product from denitrification through soil micro-
organisms, as well as indirect N2O emissions from leakage
and volatilisation. Parameters with concern of variability were
analysed and discussed in the sensitivity analysis.
The LCA methodology suggests to avoid allocation pro-
cesses but to extend the system boundaries to included
additional functions of co-products [30]. In comparison to this
other GHG accounting methodology like RED states that up-
stream stages of ‘cultivation’ are not allocated to residues [5].
With this it could be assumed that the upstream forest pro-
duction stages (establishment etc.) should not be include inthe system boundaries of the LCA study [5]. However, since
the objective of this work was to examine the significance of
different supply chain steps, production was included and
price allocation was chosen as an appropriate method and
was applied at relevant supply chain stages. This will be dis-
cussed further in Sections 2.2.4 and 4.4.
2.1.2.4. Data requirements and quality. Selected peer-
reviewed literature, government, industrial and manufac-
turer reports were used during the data inventory phase to
estimate inputs, energy requirements and emissions of sup-
ply chain parameters and processes. Emission factors for the
energy and fuel used in supply chain processes were derived
from Defra [48]. To define a realistic supply chain structure,
information and data were sourced from industrial stake-
holders with expertise on existing large-scale electricity gen-
eration from biomass in the UK. The data was obtained
through personal communications and through industrial
records according to reporting and auditing regulations in the
UK and in scope with ISO Standard 14040:2006 and 14044:2006
[30,31]. The inventory data was also cross-checked with
existing literature.
2.2. Sensitivity analysis
The main objective of this research was to identify emission
uncertainties of the chosen supply chains. Following evalua-
tion of the GHG emissions by LCA, key parameters were varied
to establish the extent to which the supply chains can deliver
real GHG reductions, to identify the most potentially signifi-
cant supply chain parameters from a GHG balance perspec-
tive, and which superficially similar supply chains might
actually deliver significantly different GHG outcomes if pro-
cess or economic conditions change.
The base case LCA was calculated and variations tested
corresponding to different feasible supply chain management
options. In this paper the consequences of varying the
following steps are examined in detail for the two supply
chains in Fig. 1:
a) Pelleting e change of drying fuel e A supply chain man-
agement decision where the GHG consequences need to be
evaluated are the trade-off betweenmaximizing electricity
generation and system efficiency by channelling all resi-
dues through the main supply chain or minimizing
external fossil fuel inputs by substituting biomass as an
auxiliary drying fuel.
b) Sawing and Pelleting e There is relatively little detailed
measurement or evaluation of GHG emissions during
feedstock storage and so investigating the potential impact
of these emissions is important
c) Chipping, Transport and Sawing e The impact of dry
matter losses during the processing and handling were
assessed.
d) Price changes for the feedstock material e The economic
allocation methods are appropriate for the analysis of a
multiple product system with highly divergent values and
markets. Effectively the GHG burdens are placed propor-
tionately with the product that most drives the demand for
the overall production system. This makes regulatory
Fig. 1 e Supply chain and system boundary for forest and sawmill residues.
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reflected in a less attractive GHG balance. However, it also
means that the reported GHG emissions for the bioenergy
system would change without there actually being any
physical increase in the net GHG emissions of the overall
system. It is thereforeworth evaluating the extent towhich
this “theoretical” increase affects the results presented.2.2.1. Drying of feedstock during pelleting
It is commonpractice that theheat fordryingduringpelleting is
generated from biomass based fuel (sawdust or bark). This op-
tionwas applied in the baseline options for both, the forest and
sawmill residue model. However, drying with fossil fuel based
sources is also practiced, therefore variations were explored
anddiesel asdrying fuel is herepresentedasalternative option.
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sawdust
At present little is known about the extent of methane (CH4)
emissions from wood stockpiles [49]. Wihersaari [50] theor-
ised that CH4 emissions resulted from wood chip storage, and
since then a number of studies have investigated this, with
conflicting results. For example, samples from gas probes
embedded in a pine woodchip stack in Ferrero et al. [51],
showed that CO2 was the only GHG present in appreciable
concentration, whereas Pier and Kelly [52]; detected CH4
concentrations of 4e63% across probe samples from a
sawdust pile, with CH4 contributing 20% of the gas emitted
from the stack. Another study by He et al. [53], examined
small-scale (2.5 kg) samples of forest residues and detected
CH4 concentrations of 0.15% in the headspace, which was
small, but was emitted constantly for up to 25 days. The re-
sults of these studies suggest that there remains some un-
certainty over the emissions of CH4 from wood chip piles.
Therefore this is examined here as part of a sensitivity anal-
ysis to assess the relative impact of these emissions.
Wihersaari [54] estimated a CH4 emission factor of
24 g d1 m3 from wood chips when stored outside to allow
natural ventilation [54]. The CH4 release during the feedstock
storage was included in the emission accounting and
considered as lost carbon in the supply chain with an impact
on the biogenic carbon balance and loss of material. For the
sensitivity analysis CH4 emissions were considered at the
stage of storing wood chips from forest and sawdust from
sawmill residues at the pelletmill. Additionally CH4 emissions
were included at the sawmill stage as it was assumed that
sawmill residues are not directly transported to the pelletmill.
While the defaultmaximumstorage period at the sawmill was
assumed to be 1month, the duration ofmaterial storage at the
pellet mill was calculated for 1e4 months. Nitrous oxide
emissions from storage have not been considered as they are
likely to occur be negligible [54].
2.2.3. Dry matter losses in the supply chain
Dry matter losses in the supply chain depend on several fac-
tors like technologies, handling and storage practices
[25,55e57]. According to previous research, total dry matter
losses along the supply chain vary widely from 7% [22] up to
20% [24], therefore there is a high degree of uncertainty in the
literature [55e58]. For the baseline supply chains, total losses
of 9.5e10.5% were assumed, depending on the supply chain
option. Default losses at different supply chain stages are
shown in Table 1. Sensitivity analysis was then conducted
with increased drymatter losses during the stage of storage of
wood chips and sawdust (default: 1%, increase: 3%) [55e59],
handling (default: 1%, increase: 3%) [25,60] and chipping
(default: 2%, increase: 10%) and sawing (default: 2%, increase:
5%) [25,61]. With this total supply chain losses increased to
20.5e21.5% for both supply chains.
2.2.4. Price allocation with changing market
Over the last 5e10 years the global pellet market has grown
steadily and is projected to continue its growth. Due to the
increasing demand in the EU, imports of pellets from North
America into the EUhave increased rapidly [14,17]. As demand
increases, and therefore the volume of pellet production, achange in the energy market is possible. Currently the raw
material for pellets is treated as a waste product of the wood
processing sector, but current and projected market de-
velopments may stimulate changes in forest management [7].
If the residues become a “product”, the allocation of the
emission profile of the supply chain should be adjusted in
accordance with their economic value.
The price allocation was based on price and allocation
provided by Aebiom [13] with the following price values in
USD per tonne for the different forest products: lumber and
timber blocks for $564, wood chips for $72, sawdust and
shavings for $37, bark for $8, pulpwood for $7.25 and fuelwood
for $5.40. Fuelwood prices were considered for the forest res-
idue supply chain and sawdust and chip prices for the sawmill
residue supply chain allocated according to feedstock mix.
According to recent market dynamics the price for wood
pellet feedstocks, due to raw material shortage has increased
by about 40% [13,14,16,62]. This was investigated by varying
the price by 10% and 40% for the different pellet feedstocks,
while the prices for other forest products remained un-
changed. While this does not necessarily reflect the full po-
tential impact of a significant price shift (since an increased
raw material demand could potentially influence the actual
harvesting activities and a snapshot per FU is unable to cap-
ture the full complexity of the problem), it is also true that,
with less extreme price changes, increased GHG emissions
can be a function only of the allocation process and not
necessarily represent real additional emissions from the
forestry system.
2.2.5. Uncertainty analysis
To analyse uncertainty within the different supply chains and
regarding the above describe parameters drying, storage, price
changes, dry matter losses and overall variations additionally
a sensitivity analysis was conducted. The uncertainty range
was associated with minimum and maximum value for each
parameter within the supply chain option. The results were
expressed as mean value and standard deviation.3. Inventory
Inventory data were collected for all relevant processes within
the system boundaries and adjusted to the functional unit.
The data is presented in Table 1. The above ground forest yield
was estimated with 427.5 m3 ha1 at wet basis after a 45-year
rotation [35,63]. This includes 133 m3 ha1 of thinnings [41].
The share of the different tree parts is as followed: 78%
roundwood, 10% bark, 8% branches, 4% foliage [64]. The frac-
tions of sawmill products is considered with 46% lumber and
trim blocks, 15% sawdust and shavings, 30% wood chips and
9% bark [13].
According to the type and capacity of the power generating
combustion unit 0.537 kg wood pellets were required to
generate 1 kWh of electricity. The actual amount of biomass
required to produce the pelletswas calculated via a bottom-up
approach that considered the flow of biomass through the
supply chain including moisture content changes, and dry
matter and carbon losses. The calorific value of the produced
wood pellets at a moisture content of 10% (wet basis) was
Table 1 e Life cycle inventory for forest and sawmill residues (mass for wood given as oven dry).
Forest residues scenario Sawmill residues scenario
Process/activity Value Process/activity Value
Forest Forest
Rotation 45 years Rotation 45 years
Yield (final harvest and thinning) 427.5 m3 ha1 Yield 427.5 m3 ha1
Moisture content of green woodg 50% Moisture content of green woodg 50%
Fuel use (excl. transport) Fuel use (excl. transport)
Forest site Forest site
Site establishment (diesel)a 1.42 l t1 Site establishment (diesel)a 1.42 l t1
Fertiliser application (aviation spirit)a 0.17 l t1 Fertiliser application (aviation spirit)a 0.17 l t1
Herbicide application (diesel)b 0.27 l t1 Herbicide application (diesel)b 0.27 l t1
Harvester (diesel)a 5.76 l t1 Feller buncher (diesel)d 1.78 l t1
Forwarder (diesel)a 4.07 l t1 Skidder (diesel)d 1.99 l t1
Drum chipper (diesel)b 1.85 l t1 Delimber (diesel)d 1.61 l t1
Loader (diesel)d 1.42 l t1
Sawmill Sawmill
e All sawing processes (electricity)g 45.8 kWh t1
Pellet mill Pellet mill
Drying with biomass (per tonne of pellets)i 0.18 t t1 Drying with biomass (per tonne of pellets)i 0.18 t t1
Drying with diesel (per tonne of pellets)j 2880 MJ t1 Drying with diesel (per tonne of pellets)j 2880 MJ t1
Pelleting processes per tonne of pellets
(electricity)k,l,m
152.41 kWh t1 Pelleting processes per tonne of pellets
(electricity)k,l,m
152.41 kWh t1
Inputs forest management Inputs forest management
DAP as nitrogena 0.72 kg t1 DAP as nitrogena 0.72 kg t1
Urea as nitrogena 1.88 kg t1 Urea as nitrogena 1.88 kg t1
Glyphospate (active ingredient)c 0.028 kg t1 Glyphospate (active ingredient)c 0.028 kg t1
Losses Losses
Losses at landing siter 0.5% Losses at landing siter 0.5%
Losses during chippingt 2% Losses during sawingt 2%
Losses transport forest e pellet mills 1% Losses transport forest e sawmills 0.5%
Losses transport sawmill e pellet mills 1%
Losses during pelletings,u 2% Losses during pelletings,u 2%
Losses transport pellet mill e US ports 1% Losses transport pellet mill e US ports 1%
Losses trans-ocean shippings 2% Losses trans-ocean shippings 2%
Transport Transport
Forest to pellet mill Forest to sawmill to pellet mill
Transport mode HGV Transport mode HGV
Distance one waye 80 km Distance forest-sawmill one wayg 40 km
Distance sawmill-pellet mill one waye 25 km
Fuel use (diesel)f 0.41 l km1 Fuel use (diesel)f 0.41 l km1
Pellet mill to US port Pellet mill to US port
Transport mode Rail Transport mode Rail
Distance one wayh 150 km Distance one wayh 150 km
Distance in tkm 0.085 tkm Distance in tkm 0.085 tkm
Fuel use (fuel oil)f 8.36 g tkm1 Fuel use (fuel oil)f 8.36 g tkm1
Trans-ocean shipping US to UK Trans-ocean shipping US to UK
Transport mode Vessel Transport mode Vessel
Distance one wayn 9032 km Distance one wayn 9032 km
Fuel use (diesel)n 2.51 l km1 Fuel use (diesel)n 2.51 l km1
UK port to power plant UK port to power plant
Transport mode Rail Transport mode Rail
Distance one wayo 174 km Distance one wayo 174 km
Distance in tkm 0.096 tkm Distance in tkm 0.096 tkm
Fuel use (fuel oil)f 8.36 g tkm1 Fuel use (fuel oil)f 8.36 g tkm1
Power generation Power generation
Calorific value pelletsg 16.5 MJ kg1 Calorific value pelletsg 16.5 MJ kg1
Boiler capacityp 670 MW Boiler capacityp 670 MW
Load factorp 80% Load factorp 80%
Plant efficiencyp 40% Plant efficiencyp 40%
a [38].
b [69].
c [70].
d [71].
e [42].
f [67].
b i om a s s a n d b i o e n e r g y 7 9 ( 2 0 1 5 ) 5 0e6 3 55
g [46].
h [26].
i [36].
j [72].
k [22].
l [73].
m [74].
n [75].
o [76].
p [66].
r [77].
s [60].
t [25].
u [29].
b i om a s s a n d b i o e n e r g y 7 9 ( 2 0 1 5 ) 5 0e6 35616.5 MJ kg1 [65]. The combustion system was based on a
direct-injection modified coal boiler, as similar to those
currently operating in the UK. The capacity of the combustion
unit was 670 MWwith a load factor of 80% and an efficiency of
40% [66].
Emission factors for the energy and fuel used in supply
chain processes were derived from Defra, and Ecoinvent
[48,67]. Electricity used in the USA and UK was based on the
electricity mix of each country with a CO2eq mass of
729 g kWh1 and 446 g kWh1 respectively [48]. All transport
(road, ocean, rail) was included with an empty return journey.
Emission factors, fuel consumption and vehicle characteris-
tics were taken from Defra, VTT and Edwards [48,67,68].4. Results
4.1. GHG emission from baseline scenarios
The emission result from the baseline scenarios forest resi-
dues supply chain and sawmill residues supply are illustrated
in Fig. 2 with the emissions represented as a CO2eq mass of
g kWh1 of generated electricity.
It was estimated that 0.537 kg of wood pellets are required
to produce 1 kWh of electricity. In the forest residue system
the dry biomass required at forest stand level was
0.610 kg kWh1 and 3.1 kg kWh1 in the sawmill residue case.
The biomass requirement in the sawmill residue case was
significantly higher as a trees has to be grown as a whole
considering all the parts which are related to sawdust, such as
the saw log. The proportion of the different sawmill products
(lumber, timber, chips, sawdust, shavings and bark) were
considered to identify the share of each product and then
price allocation was applied to evaluate the GHG emissions.
The total base case GHG emissions for generating elec-
tricity from forest residue and sawmill residue pellets have a
CO2eq mass of 132 g kWh
1 and 140 g kWh1 respectively. In
both cases the supply chain stages releasing the largest
amount of emissions were transport (39% for forest and 36%
for sawmill residues), followed by processing activities (31%
and 29% respectively). The conversion process of generating
electricity (calculated with BEAT2 [78]) caused 18% of the total
emissions of forest residues and 17% for sawmill residues,
while the wood production created 12% and about 18% of
forest and sawmill residues respectively. The figures for wood
production include direct emissions from soil, which arerelatively low (less than 1%) for forest residues, but as high as
5% for sawmill residues. The life cycle emissions released by
burning coal as reference system were considered to have a
CO2eq mass of 752 g kWh
1 [76] which means that the two
baseline cases achieve emission savings of 83% for forest and
82% for sawmill residues.
4.1.1. Drying fuel options during the pelleting process
It is common for pellet mills to use heat from burning biomass
for drying feedstock prior to pelleting. This study did examine
other options involving the use of fossil fuels as part of a
sensitivity analysis. Electricity, natural gas and diesel were
considered, but for simplicity in the following sections only
diesel will be further discussed showing the most contrasting
option to drying with biomass.
Shifting from biomass to a fossil fuel for drying not only
increases the life cycle GHG emissions, but also changes the
proportion of the different supply chain processes. The
emissions from the different drying options are shown in
Fig. 2. When drying with diesel, the emissions for the forest
residue scenario increased to a CO2eq mass of 271 g kWh
1,
corresponding to an increase of emissions of over 100%
compared to using biomass as drying fuel. For the sawmill
residues dryingwith diesel increased the emission intensity in
terms of CO2eq mass to 279 g kWh
1; again a 100% increase of
emissions.
When drying with diesel the emission savings compared
with the reference scenario (coal) were 64.8% for the forest
residue and 63.8% for the sawmill residue supply chain, which
is about 18% less emission savings compared to using biomass
as drying fuel.
4.2. Methane emissions during the storage of wood
chips and sawdust
It was assumed that sawmill residues are stored for a
maximum 1 month at the sawmill but that the duration of
storage at the pellet mill can be longer. Therefore, the varia-
tion of 1e4 months storage in monthly steps was analysed.
According to the CH4 emission factors theorised by
Wihersaari [50,54] the CH4 emissions during storage have a
large impact on the overall supply chain emissions: a period of
1 month storage at the pellet mill increased the GHG emis-
sions of the forest residue baseline scenario by about 140%
from a CO2eq mass of 132 g kWh
1 to 317 g kWh1, with the
CH4 emissions making up 58% of the total supply chain
Fig. 2 e GHG intensity of drying options as CO2eq mass.
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to 59%. In this case the CH4 emissions dominate the sources of
GHG emissions (see Fig. 3). Assuming the CH4 are continuous,
after 2 months of storage, the total supply chain emissions
increased to a CO2eq mass of 489 g kWh
1, 3 months to
670 g kWh1 and 862 g kWh1 after 4 months, exceeding the
emissions of the coal-based electricity reference system. This
sharp increase of emissions is evenmore significant if diesel is
used for drying, since the emission savings are already
reduced by about 18% compared to drying with biomass. In
this case after only 3 months storage, the emission intensity
(CO2eq mass of 812 g kWh
1) exceeded that of the coal refer-
ence system.
Storage-derived CH4 emissions were more pronounced in
the sawmill residue scenario. This is due to assumptions
made in the analysis. It is assumed that forest residues are
chipped before imminent transport to the pellet mill, however
the model assumes that sawmill residues have an additional
storage stage prior to arriving at the pellet mill. The longer
storage period resulted in higher CH4 emissions from theFig. 3 e GHG intensity from storing wood chips astorage phase [54]. When sawmill residues were dried with
biomass, the supply chain emission intensity increases to a
CO2eqmass of 495 g kWh
1 after 1 month, 674 g kWh1 after 2
months and 859 g kWh1 after 3 months, latest exceeding the
GHG emissions from the coal baseline. When diesel was used
for drying the total bioenergy supply chain emission intensity
exceeded those of coal by 7% already after 2months of storage
(CO2eq mass of 822 g kWh
1).
The total emissions, including CH4 in the given life cycle
stages and savings compared to coal are illustrated in Fig. 3.
4.3. GHG emissions from dry matter losses
Dry matter losses were included in the calculations as
described in Section 2.2.3 and results are illustrated in Fig. 4.
Applying increased losses to the baseline scenarios as well as
drying with diesel led to 2.4e3.3% higher GHG emissions
compared to the default losses. Dry matter losses in the forest
residue scenarios are considered higher than in the sawmill
residues scenarios because the supply chain is more prone tond sawdust for 1e4 months as CO2eq mass.
Fig. 4 e GHG intensity of different supply chain options associated with dry matter losses as CO2eq mass.
b i om a s s a n d b i o e n e r g y 7 9 ( 2 0 1 5 ) 5 0e6 358losses during chipping at the landing site than during sawing
processes. Combining high losses with the different storage
options of 1e4 months, emissions increased by a range of
2e4.7% after 1 month storage, in case of 2 months storage by
6e8%. With 3 months storage emissions increased by 7e11%
and in month 4 by 11e13% (see Fig. 6).
4.4. Emissions associated with changing bioenergy
markets
Pellet and feedstock prices are elastic and in recent years price
increases of up to 40% took place [13,14,16,62]. Therefore, price
increases of 10% and 40% were included in the sensitivity
analysis. Prices for forest and sawmill residues are relatively
low compared to the main timber product. Sawdust and
shavings are receiving prices less than 7% compared to tim-
ber. Fuelwood is even lower with about 1%. Themost valuable
product of the different residues are wood chipswhich receive
about 12% of the original timber price [13]. With a 10% price
increase, emissions of the forest residues baseline option
increased marginally by 0.02%. If residues become more
valuable, drying with fossil fuel might become more attrac-
tive. In the diesel drying option total life cycle emissions rose
0.77% with a 10% price increase and 0.79% with a 40% price
increase.
The sawmill residue supply chain showed more pro-
nounced emission increases as more biomass is involved in
the system. Additionally the price for sawmill residues is
about 10 times higher than for forest residues. For drying with
biomass and a 10% price increase, total supply chain emis-
sions rose by 1.81%. At a 40% price increase, total emissions
increased by 5.90%. Drying with diesel, total emissions
increased by 1.40%with a 10% price increase.With a 40% price
increase total emissions rose by 3.41%. The trends are similar
in all cases when storage emissions (CH4) were included.
A bioenergy market change that increased the price of
residues could influence the choice of drying fuel. If this leads
to a switch from drying with biomass to drying with fossilfuels, total supply chain emissions would increase by
101e107% for forest and sawmill residues comparing the
baselines with the option of drying with diesel and adding
price increases (see Fig. 5). Additionally, if the raw material
becomes more valuable, production stage emissions will be
much more sensitive to price fluctuations.
4.5. Emission uncertainties in life cycle emissions
Fig. 6 shows the range of emission profiles related to varying
production pathways forwood pellets from forest and sawmill
residues that were investigated in this study. While some
supply chain options show a high GHG emission saving po-
tential, such as the two baseline scenarios, others led to even
higher emissions than coal. The lowest supply chain emis-
sions were calculated for the baseline scenarios forest resi-
dues and sawmill residues both drying with biomass.
Comparing these to the coal-based reference 83% and 82%
GHG emission savings were achieved. Including dry matter
losses and price changes to the calculations had only a mar-
ginal impact on the emission profile while varying drying fuel
from biomass to diesel changed emission saving from 83% to
65% for forest residues and from 82% to 64% for sawmill res-
idues. From Fig. 6 it can be seen that when considering storage
emissions emission savings compared to the coal reference
drop significantly. Combining the CH4 emissions with the
other considered options drying fuel, dry matter losses and
price changes led to the bioenergy supply chain emission
exceeding the coal reference by 73% for the case of sawmill
residues, drying with diesel, high losses and a 40% price in-
crease stored the pellet feedstocks for 4 months.
Based on the large range of emission profiles, uncertainty
analysis was conducted and results are summarised in Fig. 7
aee. The graphs express the uncertainty for each supply
chain as a mean value and standard deviation. Uncertainty in
the presented cases is highest regarding methane emissions
occurringduring storage,whileprice changesand losseshavea
very low standard deviation. Fig. 7e shows the emission mean
Fig. 5 e GHG intensity associated with price changes and higher demand for biomass.
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and sawmill residue supply chains. With a mean of a CO2eq
mass of 615 g kWh1 and a relative standard deviation of 45.2%
for forest residues and a CO2eq mass of 731 g kWh
1 and a
relativestandarddeviationof46.6%sawmill residues,emission
savings compared to coal aremuch lesspronouncedandhighly
uncertain compared to what the baseline options suggested.5. Discussion
Methane emissions during storage of wood, based on theo-
retical data, are a very significant driver in the calculations
above and yet are poorly documented for different supply
chains and storage conditions. It is therefore important to
thoroughly evaluate the scope for controlling methane emis-
sions during storage to confirm the applicability of the above.
Therefore what can be done to ensure real GHG savings
and what needs to be done at certain supply chain stages to
avoid emissions?Fig. 6 e Emission savingUsing biomass for drying gives greater GHG emission sav-
ings and should be encouraged. The here presented research
also demonstrates that GHG emissions from forest and
sawmill residue supply chains can be rather high with high
grades of uncertainty if the feedstock is stored in certain
forms. Wihersaari's [54] research showed that methane
emissions from biomass are mainly of concern when the
material is stored as chips which allows micro bacterial ac-
tivities in the pile. This might be avoided if residues are stored
in a form less prone to decomposition e.g. unprocessed, as
whole trees, logs or brash bales so the stack is less likely to
host anaerobic conditions, as pellets, torrified or enclosed so
that CH4 emissions are captured and can be used for other
purposes.
Changing dry matter losses had a relatively small impact
on the total supply chain emissionswith very low uncertainty,
although they are important from an economic and sustain-
ability perspective as this has an impact on the amount of
feedstock required and energy associated with the pellet
supply chain. Dry matter losses at early supply chain stages,s compared to coal.
Fig. 7 e Uncertainties of supply chain options.
b i om a s s a n d b i o e n e r g y 7 9 ( 2 0 1 5 ) 5 0e6 360e.g. during storage or chipping can be relatively high [61], but
might not be considered as a loss in an economic or sustain-
able sense if the biomass stays in the forest, possibly
contributing to soil fertility. Nonetheless, storing biomass in
unprocessed form may also help to reduce dry matter losses
from the storage phase. Previous research [56,57,59,77]
showed that storing and handling forest residues as long as
possible unprocessed, reduces not just dry matter losses
compared to wood chips but also avoids reduction in energycontent of the biomass. Eriksson showed for example that a
bundle system saves GHG emissions compared to a wood chip
system [77]. This would also address the issues of CH4 storage
emissions. In the sawmill supply chain some storage and form
of material may be unavoidable, therefore it is recommended
that further research is performed to assess the potential
methane emission and dry matter losses from sawdust piles.
These options should be evaluated at scales and conditions
that are representative to current practice.
b i om a s s a n d b i o e n e r g y 7 9 ( 2 0 1 5 ) 5 0e6 3 61Emission changes from price increases and uncertainty
related to these are relatively small. A change in the bioenergy
market with rapidly increasing demand is likely [13,14,16,62],
forest and sawmill residues could become a “product” and
forest management focus might change with possibly higher
emissions related to the bioenergy products. Nonetheless,
price developments for residues are highly uncertain [15] and
have to be seen and understood in relation to prices for other
wood uses. Currentlymany experts find it unlikely that forests
are solely grown to produce bioenergy [6,13,15,19,22], but
such a shift would certainly reframe the issue of emission
reductions.6. Conclusion
GHG emissions from bioenergy supply chains are critical to
their sustainability and GHG mitigation potential. The results
presented here show a large variation in emissions from
electricity generated from forest and sawmill residues ranging
from a CO2eq mass of 132e1330 g kWh
1. While the lower
values can achieve emissions reductions of over 80%
compared to coal, the higher emissions exceed the fossil fuel
option by more than 70%. It must be noted that these results
are based on the assumptions made in the study (described in
Sections 2.2.2 and 4.2).
This research can only present a snapshot of supply chain
emissions, sensitivities and related uncertainties of electricity
generated from forest residue wood pellets, but the above
presented results show that there can be significant uncer-
tainty associated with GHG emissions from forest residue
bioenergy. In particular emissions associated with drying and
storage are subject to high variability and this needs to be
taken into account in GHG assessments and supply chain
management. While the LCA produced a set of robust
numbers indicating emissions of specific supply chain op-
tions, the uncertainty analysis showed that emission savings
compared to coal are much less pronounced and highly un-
certain compared to what for example the baseline supply
chain options suggested. This is an outcome that should be
taken into account when considering the emission saving
potential of forest residue supply chains.
Acknowledgements
This paper is a contribution to the SUPERGEN Bioenergy Hub
funded by the Engineering and Physical Sciences Research
Council (EPSRC). Grant Ref: EP/J017302/1. The authors are
grateful for the funding from the EPSRC. They also want to
thankDraxGroupPlc. for valuable conversations and input,Dr.
ConorWalsh for valuable input and feedback on the LCAwork
and Tyndall Manchester for its supportive team environment.r e f e r e n c e s
[1] EC. (European Commission). 2030 framework for climate and
energy policies. Outcome of the October 2014 EuropeanCouncil. Brussels: European Commission; October 2014. p. 17.
EUCO 169/14.
[2] CCC. Fourth Carbon Budget Review e technical report e
sectoral analysis of the cost-effective path to the 2050 target.
London:CommitteeonClimateChange;December2013.p.121.
[3] Decc. UK bioenergy strategy London. Department of Energy
& Climate Change; April 2012. p. 86.
[4] Decc. UK renewable energy roadmap. Update 2012. London:
Department for Energy & Climate Change; December 2012.
p. 68.
[5] EP. (European Parliament Council of the European Union).
Directive 2009/28/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 23 April 2009 on the promotion of the use of
energy from renewable sources and amending and
subsequently repealing Directives 2001/77/EC and 2003/30/EC
(Text with EEA relevance). Off J Eur Union 2009:16e62. L 140,
5.6.2009.
[6] EEA. EU bioenergy potential from a resource-efficiency
perspective. Luxembourg: European Environment Agency;
July 2013. p. 64. No 6/2013.
[7] Adams P, Bows A, Gilbert P, Hammond J, Howard D, Lee R,
et al. Understanding greenhouse gas balances of bioenergy
systems. Supergen Bioenergy Hub September 2013:39.
[8] Thornley P. Bioenergy policy development. In: Sayigh A,
editor. Comprehensive Renewable energy, vol. 5. Oxford:
Elsevier; 2012. p. 412e29.
[9] Schlamadinger B, Spitzer J, Kohlmaier GH, Lu¨deke M. Carbon
balance of bioenergy from logging residues. Biomass
Bioenergy 1995;8:221e34.
[10] Zanchi G, Pena N, Bird N. Is woody bioenergy carbon neutral?
A comparative assessment of emissions from consumption
of woody bioenergy and fossil fuel. GCB Bioenergy
2012;4:761e72.
[11] Agostini A, Giuntoli J, Boulamanti A. Carbon accounting of
forest bioenergy. Conclusions and recommendations from a
critical literature review. Luxembourg: Joint Research Centre.
Institute for Energy and Transport; 2013. p. 88. EUR 25354 EN.
[12] Cherubini F, Peters G, Berntsen T, Stromman A, Hertwich E.
CO2 emissions from biomass combustion for bioenergy:
atmospheric decay and contribution to global warming. GCB
Bioenergy 2011;3:413e26.
[13] Aebiom. Forest sustainability and carbon balance of EU
importation of North American Forest biomass for bioenergy
production. September 2013. p. 77.
[14] Cocchi M, Nikolaisen L, Goh CS, Junginger M, Henimo J,
Bradley D, et al. Global wood pellet industry market and
trade study. IEA bioenergy task 40 sustainable bioenergy
trade. Trade IBTSB. December 2011. p. 190.
[15] Colnes A, Doshi K, Emick H, Evans A, Perschel R, Robards T,
et al. Biomass Supply and carbon accounting for
Southeastern forests. Biomass Energy Resource Center;
February 2012. p. 132.
[16] Sikkema R, Steiner M, Junginger M, Hiegl W, Hansen MT,
Faaij A. The European wood pellet markets: current status
and prospects for 2020. Biofuel Bioprod Bioref 2011;5:250e78.
[17] Stelte W, Sanadi AR, Shang L, Holm JK, Ahrenfeldt J,
Henriksen UB. Recent developments in biomass pelletization
e a review. BioResources 2012:4451e90. 07/2012.
[18] Curtright AE, Johnson DR, Willis HH, Skone T. Scenario
uncertainties in estimating direct land-use change emissions
in biomass-to-energy life cycle assessment. Biomass
Bioenergy 2012;47:240e9.
[19] Matthews R, Mortimer N, Mackie E, Hatto C, Evans A,
Mwabonje O, et al. Carbon impacts of using biomass in
bioenergy and other sectors: forests. Forest Research. North
Energy Associates Limited; 23/04/2012. p. 178. URN 12D/085.
[20] Walker T, Cardellichio P, Colnes A, Gunn J, Kittler B,
Perschel B, et al. Biomass sustainability and carbon policy.
b i om a s s a n d b i o e n e r g y 7 9 ( 2 0 1 5 ) 5 0e6 362Boston, Massachusetts: Manomet Center for Conservation
Sciences; June 2010. p. 182. NCI-2010-03.
[21] Holtsmark B. Harvesting in boreal forests and the biofuel
carbon debt. Climatic Change 2012;112:415e28.
[22] Jonker JGG, Junginger M, Faaij A. Carbon payback period and
carbon offset parity point of wood pellet production in the
South-eastern United States. GCB Bioenergy 2013;6:371e89.
[23] Upham P, Riesch H, Tomei J, Thornley P. The sustainability of
forestry biomass supply for EU bioenergy: a post-normal
approach to environmental risk and uncertainty. Environ Sci
Pol 2011;14:510e8.
[24] Forsberg G. Biomass energy transport: analysis of bioenergy
transport chains using life cycle inventory method. Biomass
Bioenergy 2000;19:17e30.
[25] Hamelinck CN, Suurs RAA, Faaij APC. International
bioenergy transport costs and energy balance. Biomass
Bioenergy 2005;29:114e34.
[26] Puneet D, Madhu K, Robert B, Adrian G. Potential greenhouse
gas benefits of transatlantic wood pellet trade. Environ Res
Lett 2014;9:024007.
[27] Rabac¸al M, Fernandes U, Costa M. Combustion and emission
characteristics of a domestic boiler fired with pellets of pine,
industrial wood wastes and peach stones. Renew Energy
2013;51:220e6.
[28] Repo A, K€ank€anen R, Tuovinen J-P, Antikainen R, Tuomi M,
Vanhala P, et al. Forest bioenergy climate impact can be
improved by allocating forest residue removal. GCB
Bioenergy 2012;4:202e12.
[29] Damen K, Faaij APC. A greenhouse Gas balance of two
existing international biomass import chains. Mitig Adapt
Strat Glob Change 2006;11:1023e50.
[30] BSI. Environmental management e life cycle assessment e
principles and framework. Brussels: British Standard; August
2006. p. 32. BS EN ISO 14040:2006.
[31] BSI. Environmental management e life cycle assessment e
requirements and guidelines. Brussels: British Standard; July
2006. p. 58. BS EN ISO 14044:2006.
[32] Kuiper L, Oldenburger J. The harvest of forest residues in
Europe. Postbus 253, 6700 AG Wageningen. Biomassa-
upstream stuurgroep. February 2006. p. 6. D15a.
[33] ITC. Trade map e 4401 fuel wood. 2013 [updated 10.03.2015;
cited 01.11.2013]. Available from: http://www.trademap.org/
Index.aspx.
[34] Oswalt SN, Smith WB, Miles PD, Pugh SA. Forest resources of
the United States, 2012. Washington, DC. U.S.: Department of
Agriculture. Forest Service; October 2014. p. 228. WO-91.
[35] Smith WB, Miles PD, Perry CH, Pugh SA. Forest resources of
the United States, 2007. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Agriculture. Forest Service; 2009. p. 336. WO-78.
[36] McKechnie J, Colombo S, Chen J, Mabee W, MacLean HL.
Forest bioenergy or Forest carbon? assessing trade-offs in
greenhouse Gas mitigation with Wood-Based fuels. Environ
Sci Technol 2010;45:789e95.
[37] FAO. Global forest resources assessment 2010. United States
of America. Rome: FAO Forestry Department; 2010. p. 75.
FRA2010/223.
[38] Markewitz D. Fossil fuel carbon emissions from silviculture:
impacts on net carbon sequestration in forests. For Ecol
Manag 2006;236:153e61.
[39] Nave LE, Vance ED, Swanston CW, Curtis PS. Harvest impacts
on soil carbon storage in temperate forests. For Ecol Manag
2010;259:857e66.
[40] (J.S. Thrower & Associates Ltd) Thrower JS. Fertilizer trial in
high elevation spruce plantations: three-year growth
response. Vancouver e Kamloops e Hinton. J.S. Thrower &
Associates Ltd; March 2006. p. 22. WCF-046.
[41] Kerr G, Haufe J. Thinning practice. A silvicultural guide.
Bristol: Forestry Commission; January 2011. p. 54. Version 1.0.[42] Leinonen A. Harvesting technology of forest residues for fuel
in the USA and Finland. Helsinki. Espoo: VTT Tiedotteita;
2004. p. 132. þ app. 10 pp. Research Notes 2229.
[43] M€alkki H, Virtanen Y. Selected emissions and efficiencies of
energy systems based on logging and sawmill residues.
Biomass Bioenergy 2003;24:321e7.
[44] Gan J, Smith CT. Co-benefits of utilizing logging residues for
bioenergy production: the case for East Texas, USA. Biomass
Bioenergy 2007;31:623e30.
[45] Bios. Pellets. Bios Bioenergiesysteme GmbH; 2013 [updated
10.03.2015; cited 14.02.2014]. Available from: http://www.
bios-bioenergy.at/en/pellets.html.
[46] Ecoinvent. Swiss Centre for Life Cycle Inventories. 2009
[updated 10.03.2015; cited 17.06.2011]. Available from: http://
www.ecoinvent.org/home/.
[47] IPCC. In: Eggleston HS, Buendia L, Miwa K, Ngara T,
Tanabe K, editors. 2006 IPCC guidelines for National
greenhouse Gas Inventories, Prepared by the National
greenhouse Gas Inventories Programme. Japan: IGES; 2006.
[48] Defra. Greenhouse gas conversion factor repository. 2014
[updated 10.03.2015; cited 08.05.2014]. Available from: http://
www.ukconversionfactorscarbonsmart.co.uk/.
[49] BTG. Methane and nitrous oxide emissions from biomass
waste stockpiles. Enschede. Biomass Technology Group BV;
August 2002. p. 94. PCFplus Report 12.
[50] Wihersaari M. Greenhouse gas emissions from final harvest
fuel chip production in Finland. Biomass Bioenergy
2005;28:435e43.
[51] Ferrero F, Malow M, Noll M. Temperature and gas evolution
during large scale outside storage of wood chips. Eur J Wood
Prod 2011;69:587e95.
[52] Pier PA, Kelly JM. Measured and estimated methane and
carbon dioxide emissions from sawdust waste in the
Tennessee Valley under alternative management strategies.
Bioresour Technol 1997;61:213e20.
[53] He X, Lau AK, Sokhansanj S, Jim Lim C, Bi XT, Melin S. Dry
matter losses in combination with gaseous emissions during
the storage of forest residues. Fuel 2012;95:662e4.
[54] Wihersaari M. Evaluation of greenhouse gas emission risks
from storage of wood residue. Biomass Bioenergy
2005;28:444e53.
[55] Filbakk T, Høibø OA, Dibdiakova J, Nurmi J. Modelling
moisture content and dry matter loss during storage of
logging residues for energy. Scand J For Res 2011;26:267e77.
[56] Nurmi J. The storage of logging residue for fuel. Biomass
Bioenergy 1999;17:41e7.
[57] Th€ornqvist T. Drying and storage of forest residues for
energy production. Biomass 1985;7:125e34.
[58] Lehtikangas P. Storage effects on pelletised sawdust, logging
residues and bark. Biomass Bioenergy 2000;19:287e93.
[59] Jirjis R. Storage and drying of wood fuel. Biomass Bioenergy
1995;9:181e90.
[60] Sikkema R, Junginger M, Pichler W, Hayes S, Faaij APC. The
international logistics of wood pellets for heating and power
production in Europe: costs, energy-input and greenhouse
gas balances of pellet consumption in Italy, Sweden and the
Netherlands. Biofuel Bioprod Bioref 2010;4:132e53.
[61] Eriksson LN, Gustavsson L. Biofuels from stumps and small
roundwooddCosts and CO2 benefits. Biomass Bioenergy
2008;32:897e902.
[62] Hess R, Jacobson J, Cafferty K, Vandersloot T, Nelson R,Wolf C.
Sustainable International bioenergy trade: securing supply
and demand country report 2010-United States. International
Energy Agency Task 40; 2010. p. 74. INL/EXT-09-16132.
[63] Service UF. Index of species information. Species: Pinus taeda.
2014 [updated 10.03.2015; cited 06.03.2014]. Available from:
http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/tree/pintae/all.
html.
b i om a s s a n d b i o e n e r g y 7 9 ( 2 0 1 5 ) 5 0e6 3 63[64] NFI. Merchantable stand biomass calculator. 2014 [updated
10.03.2015; cited 06.03.2014]. Available from: https://nfi.nfis.
org/biomass_stand_merch.php?lang¼en.
[65] Verhoest C, Ryckmans Y. Industrial wood pellets report.
European Commission; March 2012. p. 30.
[66] Drax. Annual report and accounts 2013. Selby. Drax Group
plc; 2014. p. 156.
[67] VTT. LIPASTO traffic emissions. 2013 [updated 10.03.2015;
cited 08.01.2014]. Available from: http://www.lipasto.vtt.fi/
indexe.htm.
[68] Edwards R, Mulligan D, Giuntoli J, Agostini A, Boulamanti A,
Koeble R, et al. Assessing GHG default emissions from
biofuels in EU legislation. Review of input database to
calculate “Default GHG emissions”, following expert
consultation. 22e23 November 2011. Ispra (Italy):
Luxembourg. Joint Research Centre. Institute for Energy and
Transport; 2012. p. 379. Report EUR 25595 EN.
[69] Whittaker C, Mortimer N, Murphy R, Matthews R. Energy and
greenhouse gas balance of the use of forest residues for
bioenergy production in the UK. Biomass Bioenergy
2011;35:4581e94.
[70] Herring LJ. Stewart lake herbicide trial. 1998 [updated
10.03.2015; cited 08.01.2014]. Available from: http://www.for.
gov.bc.ca/hre/forprod/fordyn/projects/ep1195/stewart/.
[71] Smidt M, Gallagher T. Factors affecting fuel consumption
and harvesting costs. In: Engineering new solutions forenergy supply and demand; July 7e10, 2013 [Missoula,
Montana]. COFE. [updated 10.03.2015; cited 06.03.4]. Available
from: http://web1.cnre.vt.edu/forestry/cofe/3.html.
[72] Magelli F, Boucher K, Bi HT, Melin S, Bonoli A. An
environmental impact assessment of exported wood pellets
from Canada to Europe. Biomass Bioenergy 2009;33:434e41.
[73] Thek G, Obernberger I. Wood pellet production costs under
Austrian and in comparison to Swedish framework
conditions. Biomass Bioenergy 2004;27:671e93.
[74] Uasuf A, Becker G. Wood pellets production costs and energy
consumption under different framework conditions in
Northeast Argentina. Biomass Bioenergy 2011;35:1357e66.
[75] Walsh C. Personal communication. Tyndall Centre for
Climate Change Research, The University of Manchester;
2014.
[76] Drax. Personal communication. Drax Group plc; 2014.
[77] Eriksson L, Gustavsson L. Comparative analysis of wood
chips and bundles e costs, carbon dioxide emissions, dry-
matter losses and allergic reactions. Biomass Bioenergy
2010;34:82e90.
[78] Defra. Biomass environmental assessment tool, version 2.0
(BEAT2). November 2008. London. Prepared by AEA Group plc
and North Energy Associates Ltd for Department for
Environment Food and Rural Affairs and the Environment
Agency.
